which medical and moral prejudices were freely invoked on both sides. In 1868 a select committee of the House of Lords reported that "the cautious extension of the act may be safely entrusted to the government", preferably piecemeal at the request of individual localities.6 More vigorous discussion began in the same year, when an Association for the Extension of the Contagious Diseases Acts was formed to advocate the extension of these controls to the civil population as well as to the armed services in general.7 Among its supporters were numerous eminent medical men and churchmen, who emphasized their sympathies by submitting a memorial on the subject to the Lord President ofthe Council. This memorial asserted that the incidence of venereal diseases in garrison towns was abating; that many prostitutes had been "reclaimed"; that further controls would benefit both the armed services and "innocent adults and children"; that the diseases were rampant in many non-garrison towns; and that "it has been ascertained, the women themselves would not resist restrictions established to prevent them spreading contagious diseases":
Under these cumtanes, we are of the opinion that the principle of 'The Contagious Diseases Act, 1866', should be extended to the civil population, by providing proper hospital accommodation for women suffering from, and likely to spread, such diseases, and by taling power to detain them in hospital when found to be diseased. These measures, in our opinion, do not involve any system of licensing prostitution. They are intended to be purely restrictive and sanitary in their operation.
This agitation was met at various levels: John Simon, the medical officer to the Privy Council, conducted his own investigations, and a Commons select committee considered the possibility of further legislation. Simon's evidence before the committee was based on his current annual report,' where he made his position clear: "at present I very decidedly refrain from recommending any change in that neutral position which English law has hitherto held in regard of the venereal diseases of the civil population".10 Less publicly, Simon thought it "quite reasonable" that the acts should be extended to other military and naval centres, but he objectedvigorously to the broad terms of a bill drafted rather shoddily by the War Office and the Admiralty; on this advice, "as great objection is found to exist in many quarters to the extension of the provisions of this act to places other than military or naval stations", the Home Secretary was "not inclined to propose such extension until public opinion may be more favourable thereto", and the subsequent amending ' P.P., House of Lords, 1867-68, 30, no. 113 . The Lords were apparently encouraged by the reported decrease in venereal diseases in the armed services: Hansard, 3rd ser., 192, cols. 324-330. Smith, op. cit., note 2 above, p. 121. S H.C., 1867 -68, 55, no. 266: 30 April 1868 . ' H.C., 1868 information provided was exceedingly varied in quantity and quality. The reply from Washington, for example, gave little help beyond quotations from, and sceptical references to, the latest published work on the subject.'" A long despatch from Athens discussed the enormous difficulty of furnishing any particulars, offered some heavily qualified statistics, and gave a few descriptive comments on municipal procedures for the control of prostitution. The brief replies from Florence and St. Petersburg enclosed some local information on controls, which is now missing. Other countries, however, are better represented, and it is here that the most useful information is to be found; the returns from Hamburg, Berne, Dresden, Paris, The Hague, and Stockholm are careful, elaborate, and often minute.
From Hamburg came an extensive report specially prepared by the chief municipal physician, Dr. Engel-Reimers. He gave a historical synopsis of the licensing system, a description of police regulations (especially as revised in 1866), and lengthy medical and statistical information, including a large map of the city showing the distribution offirst-and second-class brothels. The statistics give a careful analysis of the numbers, ages, and origins of prostitutes, and comparative figures, said to be extremely reliable, for the incidence of venereal diseases in 1861 and 1868. Engel-Reimers declared himself a strong advocate of regulation, and considered that the detailed control in Hamburg was relatively successful; he complained, however, that clandestine prostitution, generally regarded as the major health hazard,"7 was increasing, and pointed out that the numbers of prostitutes were increasing faster than the population at large, which was probably (in fact) a long-term function of industrialization to which regulation was virtually irrelevant.18 The same factors are likely to have affected Saxony, on which a report had been made by the medical board there. Burnley, the British charg6 d'affaires in Dresden, apologized for the delay of more than a year, but commended the report as "valuable and complete". Although the statistics cover the whole kingdom, Burnley only included one set of regulations: "the police regulations of Chemnitz, Dresden, and Leipzig being absolutely identical, I have preferred adopting the Leipzig law owing to the large number of university students, and the probability of there being a larger number of this class of women". The surviving return from Stockholm, covering Norway, is a report of similar structure; though less extensive than those from Dresden and Hamburg, it contains particular and aggregated statistics of venereal diseases in various towns, chiefly 1856-66.
The return from The Hague not only contained a discursive report from the ministry of the interior, but also appended the local reports on which it had been based; these last included accounts ofmunicipal regulations (in the case ofAmersfoort, a printed copy), and some elaborate and very recent statistics. The Swiss return was on the same pattern, although much Stansfeld's motion specified those papers which were "not too voluminous for production", and he had discussed with the Foreign Office the problems presented by the relatively intractable material. Neither the Foreign Office nor the Local Government Board was prepared to commission a digest, and Staveley suggested (20 July) that the papers might be sent for redaction to a medical expert commissioned by Stansfeld, "always subject of course to subsequent judgment in the department". He proposed that all the papers be sent to Stansfeld's nominee, and subsequently made available to the House, in manuscript, so that members could judge for themselves the selection made for publication. Bourke rather reluctantly agreed to this procedure, and Derby as Foreign Secretary also consented, with the proviso that the result be scrutinized to ensure that it favoured neither side of the controversy. Bourke therefore accepted Stansfeld's suggestion, emphasizing that the Foreign Office would not be able to arrange the necessary scrutiny, and on 9 August 1877 the papers were 'O Smith, op. cit., note 2 above, pp. 127-134. For rival memorials addressed to the prime minister, see H.C., 1871, 56, no. 184 After some prompting,28 Nevins produced his report, which he delivered to Staveley at the Foreign Office on 12 February 1878.29 Presumably in consequence of the conversation then, Nevins put in writing to Tenterden, Bourke's immediate colleague, the nature of his additions to the material he had been given, and Staveley proposed that Stansfeld should decide whether or not these materials, extraneous to the original brief, should be allowed to remain. Tenterden concurred, and the report was forwarded to the Local Government Board; the covering letter stated that Stansfeld had accepted the additions, and that the Board should now inspect the report for publication. The reply was not encouraging. The Board, according to one of its assistant secretaries, was suspicious of Nevins' known bias and would therefore insist on detailed scrutiny of his analysis, but could not possibly stretch its own resources to provide a suitable person. Since the Foreign Office felt similarly unable to review the work, Staveley suggested that the Treasury might subvent a referee nominated by the Board, but the idea was not accepted. Six months later Staveley noted that the whole business had petered out. Correspondence with Stansfeld had been inconclusive, and a proposal (2 October) that the Commons address might be "discharged on the proper formalities being gone through", failed to elicit any reply. Nevins had by this time alienated the Foreign Office by publishing, or attempting to publish, some of the material in his abolitionist tracts; the consequent reprimand had the desired effect, since Nevins' subsequent evidence before the select committee, while including comparative evidence from various countries, was apparently based only on private investigations, without use of the Foreign Office papers. Staveley's note, indeed, was the last official word on the survey;'* the select committee decided, to Stansfeld's evident disgust, to exclude foreign evidence from its consideration.3' Nevins' analysis of the returns justified in many respects the official fears that his work would favour his own cause.32 Its presentation shows signs of haste; the returns from The Netherlands, where controls were claimed to be effective, were ignored, ostensibly because of the language difficulty; and the balance of the work is impaired by the incorporation of material extraneous to the survey as such. Nevins told Tenterden that he had supplemented the papers by reference to army and navy reports, a J. B. Post return by F. W. Lowndes, a secretary of the association for the extension of the acts, and material from the War Office, Home Office, and Admiralty;-" he did not mention other sources, such as Parent-Duchatelet,u nor did he mention a gratuitous chapter, a description of which occupies half the general introduction, on the recent moral resolutions passed by various British and international organizations dedicated to the repeal of state control of prostitution. The tone of Nevins' own contributions is imparted to the analysis as a whole; his precis of the Hamburg report, for example, is much more moralistic than the original, and he gave a disproportionate amount of space to the often vague returns from Switzerland, where there were virtually no controls. The result may not be overtly fraudulent in any particular, but the general impression given is unwarrantably far from the diverse but often confident and optimistic comments of those administering systems of close control.
Thus the labour devoted to the Foreign Office circular and its returns, and the interest expressed in them, had no direct outcome. 
